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Representative Ruth Bryan Owen 


Who on June 3 was renominated as Representative of the Fourth Florida 
Congressional District by a large majority, and whose right to hold a seat in 
the House of Representatives was upheld by that body on June 6 following 
a contest on her first election, in which her defeated opponent claimed that 
she was not qualified on account of her loss of nationality for a period through 
her marriage to an Englishman. 
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OBJECT OF THE WOMAN’S PARTY 
The object of this organization shall be 
to secure for women complete equality 
with men under the law and in all human 

relationships. 


THE LUCRETIA MOTT AMENDMENT 
“Men and women shall have Equal Rights 
throughout the United States and every 
place subject to its jurisdiction.” 


“Congress shall have power to enforce 


this article by appropriate legislation.” 


[Senate Joint Resolution Number 52] 
[House Joint Resolution No. 55] 


Introduced in the Senate June 4, 1929, 
by Senator P. Nys, North Dakota. 
Introduced in the House Apri] 25, 1929, 
by REPRESENTATIVE FREDERICK W. MAGRADY 
Pennsylvania. 


Equal Rights 


Nature Loathes A Vacuum 


DOPTION of a rule prohibiting the employment of married women on 

A the faculties of State institutions of higher education after the close of 

the school year of 1930-31 was announced at Bismarck, North Dakota, 
recently by the State Board of Administration. 

The rule will apply to the State University at Grand Forks and the State 
Agricultural College at Fargo, as well as to the State normal schools, 

Chief among the reasons for the action was the belief of the board, shared 
by educational heads in consultation with it, that higher education in North 
Dakota would be benefited by the change. , 

Economic and sociological factors also played a part, the chairman said. 
He explained that many men were out of work and that the policy change 
“looked to be a step in the right direction.” . s 

The rule is not expected to affect many persons, according to J. E. Davis, 
chairman of the board, who said that “unemployment of many teachers and 
friction which often develops in faculties where married women and often 
their husbands are both engaged,” had lead to the move. “We believe it to be 
in the interest of more effective teaching,” he said. “A married woman’s 
interests are always divided between her work and her home duties.” 

The ruling, made at the request of heads of State institutions who met in 
Bismarck, was given unanimous approval and will not take effect until the 
fall of 1931. 

As Feminists, we wonder what the women of North Dakota will do about 
this ruling. Will they take it lying down and permit a millstone to be placed 
about the neck of future generations, or will they stand up like human beings 
and in the vernacular tell the gentlemen whose salaries they pay where they 
“get off 

It is significant that the State of North Dakota lacks a good live branch 
of the National Woman’s Party. Nature loathes a vacuum and we believe 
that this subversive ruling on the part of North Dakota’s “educators” will 
give rise to a Feminist group where one is so obviously needed. 


Common Sense Wins 


OW that victory is assured it appears as a foregone conclusion that _ 
Representative Ruth Bryan Owen should have won her fight for eligi- 
bility to the House of Representatives. The unanimous report of the 

Elections Committee presented on June 6 by Representative Beedy of Maine 
that Mrs. Owen was eligible and was entitled to her seat occasioned not a 
ripple of surprise. Nor did the unanimous vote of the House for the adoption 
of the report. Everyone, including the electorate, was agreed in advance that 
Ruth Bryan Owen was an American citizen, a very distinguished American 
citizen ; that she was fairly elected and that she had every right in the world 
to represent the people of her State. Everybody, that is, except Mr. William 
C. Lawson, her opponent, who thought that he had the law on his side. 

Everyone is now astonished that the ambitious Mr. Lawson should ever 
have had any hope that the nationality laws of the United States of America 
could have aided and abetted his design to frustrate the will of the people of 
Florida. That is because a brave and able woman with the aid of sympathetic 
and intelligent men, in this one instance, decided to make common sense the 
basis of our nationality laws. 

But the end is not yet. Common sense wins for Mrs. Owen, but Mr. Lawson 
may find justification for his untoward stand in our nationality laws as they 
still exist. Witness the Schneider case. Here we have a man, Joseph 
Schneider, who was born a German, who came to this country and married a 
Maryland woman, Mary Leffet. Upon her marriage Mary Leffet became a 
German, but her three children, who were born in Maryland, were Americans. 
Then Mr. and Mrs. Schneider moved to Canada, where six other children were 
born to them, and Joseph took out his papers and became a citizen of the 
British Empire. Automatically Mary and the six young children likewise 
became Britishers. And now a trip to Canada is necessary to secure the 
proper papers to make it legal for Mary and the six children to live where 
Mary was born in Maryland. 

In the face of such imbecile nationality laws, is it any wonder that Mr. 
Lawson fondly hoped that he might be elected when the count showed that he 
was not elected, and that he might win when he had lost, since Mrs. Owen’s 
citizenship had become implicated in the statutes? Out of such a snarl one 
might snatch anything. 

As Mrs. Owen has demonstrated, common sense wins in the end, but poor 


Mrs. Schneider, on her long trip to Canada with the six children, must think 
common sense sometimes takes a long time about it. 
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Cable Amendment Still Blocked 


June 7, the Cable bill wiping out 

one discrimination against women 
in nationality laws and faciliating the 
repatriation of American women who lost 
their nationality by marriage was blocked 
in the Senate because of the numerous 
extraneous amendments attached to it. 


Almost daily some Senator proposes a 
new amendment to it, apparently seeing 
a chance to get through all his favorite 
measures relative to immigration, natu- 
ralization, and the immigration service 
by tacking them on to the Cable Dill, 
There seems to be no opposition to the 
original Cable bill as it passed the House 
of Representatives, in which not a dis- 
senting vote was cast. The opposition is 
to the numerous amendments, mostly not 
concerned at all with the citizenship of 
married women—the title of the bill. 
Senators do not understand many of these 
amendments and there is atrenuous oppo- 
sition to some of them. 


On June 2, June 5, and June 6, passage 
of the bill was stopped in the Senate be- 
cause of these amendments, 


When the bill was reached on the calen- 
dar on June 2, the following discussion 
occurred: 


Mr. Jones. My colleague the junior 
Senator from Washington (Mr. Dill) is 
not present. He ia interested in the bill, 
and I ask that it go over. 


The President pro tempore. The Dill 
will be passed over. 


Mr. Copeland. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator from Washington will not 
press his objection. This bill has been 
pending for a long time, There are one or 
two amendments to it which are desired 
particularly by the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. Reed). I am familiar with 
what he wishes to have done, and I will 
be glad to present the matter. What the 
Senator from Washington (Mr. Dill) de- 
sires has also been considered by members 
of the committee; they are familiar with 
his views, and I hope that the bill may be 
placed upon its passage. 

Mr. Tydings. Mr. President—. 

The President pro tempore. Does the 
Senator from New York yield to the Sena- 
tor from Maryland? 

Mr. Copeland. I do, 

Mr. Tydings. I should like to know if 
this bill contemplates counting the resl- 
dence of a woman of foreign nationality 
who marries an American diplomat or 
consul and lives with him at the consulate 
in a foreign country as equivalent to resl- 
dence in the United States? There are 
some cases where foreign women have 
married American diplomats and have 
resided with them in the legation or con- 
sulate for five years, but under the general 
law they are not permitted to count that 


times within the week ended 


time as such residence as is necessary to 
acquire citizenship. 


Mr, Copeland. Mr. President, if I may 
answer the Senator’s question, let me say 
that the basis of the objection of the Sena- 
tor from Pennsylvania (Mr. Reed) to a 
portion of this bill is that he does not 
think it is right that the husband of an 
American citizen should be admitted to 
citizenship. The bill does provide that 
the wives of American citizens may be 
admitted to the country, and I think that 
any such case as the Senator from Mary- 
land has in mind is covered by the bill. 

Mr. Tydings, Mr. President, I will not 
take any more time than simply to state 
that there are a number of cases of foreign 
women who have married Americans but 
who can not reside in this country for 
the 5-year period, and therefore their resi- 
dence in the consulate in the foreign coun- 
try is the only means they have of obtain- 
ing the citizenship which they want and 
which their husbands have. I trust the 
bill will be made sufficiently broad by 
some amendment to take care of the situa- 
tion to which I have referred. 


The President pro tempore. Unless the 
objection already entered to the present 
consideration of the bill is withdrawn, the 
bill goes over. 


Mr, Jones. Mr. President, I have not 
cxamined this bill carefully, but I ob- 
jected to it because my colleague was not 
present, However, when I look at the bill 
I find that it came over to the Senate with 
just a little over two pages and that the 
amendments reported by the Senate com- 
mittee cover seven or eight pages. I do 
not know what the purport of all the 
amendments are; but I see one of them 
contemplates an increase of salary and 
all that sort of thing. So I shall ask upon 
my own responsibility that the bill go 
over, 


The President pro tempore, The Sena- 
tor from Washington maintains his ob- 
jection, and the bill will be passed over. 

When it came up on June 5, the follow- 
ing occurred: 

Mr. Bingham. Mr. President, I desire 
to offer two amendments to the bill, which 
I ask may be printed and lie on the table. 

The Vice-President. There is an amend- 
ment now pending. 


Mr, McNary. Mr. President, at the re- 
quest of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr, Reed), I ask that the bill may go 
over, 

The Vice-President, The two amend- 
ments proposed by the Senator from Con- 
necticut will be printed and lie on the 
table. 

Mr, Tydings. I also desire to offer an 
amendment to the bill, which I ask may 
be printed and lie on the table. | 

The Vice-President. The amendment 


will be printed and lie on the table. The 
bill will be passed over. 


HEN the bill came up on June 6, 

the Senate by a vote of 41 to 9 (46 
not voting) decided to lay aside the other 
“unfinished business” before the body and 
take up the Cable bill. 

Then the Senate immediately got itself 
into a jam over it. The little-understood 
amendments were brought up. Senator 
Arthur R. Gould of Maine, chairman of 
the Committee on Immigration, could not 
explain the eight pages of amendments 
attached to the bill by his committee, but 
spoke in favor of the original Cable bill. 
Senators began talking about everything 
else concerned with immigration and natu- 
ralization except equality for women in 
nationality laws. It was developed that 
the Department of Labor, which approved 
the original Cable amendment, is opposing 
some of these amendments. Senator Royal 
S. Copeland of New York, who was sup- 
posed to have charge of the bill, was ab- 
sent. After thousands of words on other 
subjects had been spoken by Senators, 
the bill on “Citizenship and Naturaliza- 
tion of Married Women” was laid aside. 
Just before this happened, Senator David 
I. Walsh of Massachusetts made the fol- 
lowing pointed comment: 

“IT must state that while I have been 
in the Senate several years I have never 
witnessed such procedure as this with 
reference to a bill. It is proposed to vote 
upon an amendment offered from the floor 
before any discussion or explanation of 
the bill itself is had and before the Senate 
committee amendments are presented.” 

It was Senator Gould who had made 
this unusual and unparliamentary pro- 
posal. He had said, with no doubt the 
best of intentions in his anxiety to get 
the original Cable bill through, “The bill 
has been put over so many times that I 
dislike very much, so near the end of the 
session, to have it go over again. I am 
going to offer a suggestion. I suggest that 
we take a vote on the bill itself and then 
if we want to vote on the amendments 
let us vote upon them.” 

The presiding officer had to tell him 
that under the rules of the Senate, such 
a@ procedure was impossible. 

So again the Senate refused to grant 
this small measure of justice to women. 


ENATOR COPELAND on June 3 had 

read in the Senate the following perti- 

nent editorial from the New York Herald- 
Tribune of June 3: 

“If the Senate would remove from the 
bill to correct the imperfections of the 
Cable Act of 1922, under which American- 
born women marrying aliens retain their 
nationality, the load of amendments re- 
ported by its Committee on Immigration 
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OBJECT OF THE WOMAN’S PARTY 


The object of this organization shall be 

to secure for women complete equality 

with men under the law and in all human 
relationships. 


THE LUCRETIA MOTT AMENDMENT 
“Men and women shall have Equal Rights 
throughout the United States and every 
place subject to its jurisdiction.” 


“Congress shall have power to enforce 


this article by appropriate legislation.” 


[Senate Joint Resolution Number 52] 
[House Joint Resolution No. 55] 


Introduced in the Senate June 4, 1929, 
by GeRaLD P. Nys, North Dakota. 
Introduced in the House Apri] 25, 1929, 
by REPRESENTATIVE FREDERICK W. MAGRADY 
Pennsylvania. 


Equal Rights 


Nature Loathes A Vacuum 


DOPTION of a rule prohibiting the employment of married women on 

A the faculties of State institutions of higher education after the close of 

the school year of 1930-31 was announced at Bismarck, North Dakota, 
recently by the State Board of Administration. 

The rule will apply to the State University at Grand Forks and the State 
Agricultural College at Fargo, as well as to the State normal schools, 

Chief among the reasons for the action was the belief of the board, shared 
by educational heads in consultation with it, that higher education in North 
Dakota would be benefited by the change. | 

Economic and sociological factors also played a part, the chairman said. 
He explained that many men were out of work and that the policy change 
“looked to be a step in the right direction.” 

The rule is not expected to affect many persons, according to J. E. Davis, 
chairman of the board, who said that “unemployment of many teachers and 
friction which often develops in faculties where married women and often 
their husbands are both engaged,” had lead to the move. “We believe it to be 
in the interest of more effective teaching,” he said. “A married woman’s 
interests are always divided between her work and her home duties.” 

The ruling, made at the request of heads of State institutions who met in 
Bismarck, was given unanimous approval and will not take effect until the 
fall of 1931. 

As Feminists, we wonder what the women of North Dakota will do about 
this ruling. Will they take it lying down and permit a millstone to be placed 
about the neck of future generations, or will they stand up like human beings 
and in the vernacular tell the gentlemen whose salaries they pay where they 
“get off at’? 

It is significant that the State of North Dakota lacks a good live branch 
of the National Woman’s Party. Nature loathes a vacuum and we believe 
that this subversive ruling on the part of North Dakota’s “educators” will 
give rise to a Feminist group where one is so obviously needed. 


Common Sense Wins 


OW that victory is assured it appears as a foregone conclusion that 
Representative Ruth Bryan Owen should have won her fight for eligi-~— 
bility to the House of Representatives. The unanimous report of the 

Elections Committee presented on June 6 by Representative Beedy of Maine 

that Mrs. Owen was eligible and was entitled to her seat occasioned not a 

ripple of surprise. Nor did the unanimous vote of the House for the adoption 

of the report. Everyone, including the electorate, was agreed in advance that 

Ruth Bryan Owen was an American citizen, a very distinguished American 

citizen; that she was fairly elected and that she had every right in the world 

to represent the people of her State. Everybody, that is, except Mr. William 

C. Lawson, her opponent, who thought that he had the law on his side. 

Everyone is now astonished that the ambitious Mr. Lawson should ever 
have had any hope that the nationality laws of the United States of America 
could have aided and abetted his design to frustrate the will of the people of 
Florida. That is because a brave and able woman with the aid of sympathetic 
and intelligent men, in this one instance, decided to make common sense the 
basis of our nationality laws. 

But the end is not yet. Common sense wins for Mrs. Owen, but Mr. Lawson 
may find justification for his untoward stand in our nationality laws as they 
still exist. Witness the Schneider case. Here we have a man, Joseph 
Schneider, who was born a German, who came to this country and married a 
Maryland woman, Mary Leffet. Upon ler marriage Mary Leffet became a 
German, but her three children, who were born in Maryland, were Americans. 
Then Mr. and Mrs. Schneider moved to Canada, where six other children were 
born to them, and Joseph took out his papers and became a citizen of the 
British Empire. Automatically Mary and the six young children likewise 
became Britishers. And now a trip to Canada is necessary to secure the 
proper papers to make it legal for Mary and the six children to live where 
Mary was born in Maryland. 

In the face of such imbecile nationality laws, is it any wonder that Mr. 
Lawson fondly hoped that he might be elected when the count showed that he 
was not elected, and that he might win when he had lost, since Mrs. Owen’s 
citizenship had become implicated in the statutes? Out of such a snarl one 
might snatch anything. 

As Mrs. Owen has demonstrated, common sense wins in the end, but poor 


Mrs. Schneider, on her long trip to Canada with the six children, must think 
common sense sometimes takes a long time about it. 
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June 7, the Cable bill wiping out 

one discrimination against women 
in nationality laws and faciliating the 
repatriation of American women who lost 
their nationality by marriage was blocked 
in the Senate because of the numerous 
extraneous amendments attached to it. 


Almost daily some Senator proposes a 
new amendment to it, apparently seeing 
a chance to get through all his favorite 
measures relative to immigration, natu- 
ralization, and the immigration service 
by tacking them on to the Cable bill. 
There seems to be no opposition to the 
original Cable bill as it passed the House 
of Representatives, in which not a dis- 
senting vote was cast. The opposition is 
to the numerous amendments, mostly not 
concerned at all with the citizenship of 
married women —the title of the bill. 
Senators do not understand many of these 
amendments and there is strenuous oppo- 
sition to some of them. 


On June 2, June 5, and June 6, passage 
of the bill was stopped in the Senate be- 
cause of these amendments. 


When the bill was reached on the calen- 
dar on June 2, the following discussion 
cecurred : 


Mr. Jones. My colleague the junior 
Senator from Washington (Mr. Dill) is 
not present. He is interested in the bill, 
and I ask that it go over. 


The President pro tempore. 
will be passed over. 


Mr. Copeland. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator from Washington will not 
press his objection. This bill has been 
pending for a long time. There are one or 
two amendments to it which are desired 
particularly by the Senator from Pennsy!- 
vania (Mr. Reed). I am familiar with 
what he wishes to have done, and I will 
be glad to present the matter. What the 
Senator from Washington (Mr. Dill) de- 
sires has also been considered by members 
of the committee; they are familiar with 
his views, and I hope that the bill may be 
placed upon its passage. 

Mr. Tydings. Mr. President—. 

The President pro tempore. Does the 
Senator from New York yield to the Sena- 
tor from Maryland? 

Mr. Copeland. I do. 

Mr. Tydings. I should like to know if 
this bill contemplates counting the resi- 
dence of a woman of foreign nationality 
who marries an American diplomat or 


[sane times within the week ended 


The bill 


consul and lives with him at the consulate 


in a foreign country as equivalent to resi- 


dence in the United States? There are. 


some cases where foreign women have 
married American diplomats and have 
resided with them in the legation or con- 
sulate for five years, but under the general 
law they are not permitted to count that 


time as such residence as is necessary to 
acquire citizenship. 

Mr. Copeland. Mr. President, if I may 
answer the Senator’s question, let me say 
that the basis of the objection of the Sena- 
tor from Pennsylvania (Mr. Reed) to a 
portion of this bill is that he does not 
think it is right that the husband of an 
American citizen should be admitted to 
citizenship. The bill does provide that 
the wives of American citizens may be 
admitted to the country, and I think that 
any such case as the Senator from Mary- 
land has in mind is covered by the bill. 

Mr. Tydings. Mr. President, I will not 
take any more time than simply to state 
that there are a number of cases of foreign 
women who have married Americans but 
who can not reside in this country for 
the 5-year period, and therefore their resi- 
dence in the consulate in the foreign coun- 
try is the only means they have of obtain- 
ing the citizenship which they want and 
which their husbands have. I trust the 
bill will be made sufficiently broad by 
some amendment to take care of the situa- 
tion to which I have referred. 


The President pro tempore. Unless the 
objection already entered to the present 
consideration of the bill is withdrawn, the 
bill goes over. 


Mr. Jones. Mr. President, I have not 
examined this bill carefully, but I ob- 
jected to it because my colleague was not 
present. However, when I look at the bill 
I find that it came over to the Senate with 
just a little over two pages and that the 
amendments reported by the Senate com- 
mittee cover seven or eight pages. I do 
not know what the purport of all the 
amendments are; but I see one of them 
contemplates an increase of salary and 
all that sort of thing. So I shall ask upon 
my own responsibility that the bill go 
over. 

The President pro tempore. The Sena- 
tor from Washington maintains his ob- 
jection, and the bill will be passed over. 

When it came up on June 5, the follow- 
ing occurred: 


Mr. Bingham. Mr. President, I desire 
to offer two amendments to the bill, which 
I ask may be printed and lie on the table. 

The Vice-President. There is an amend- 
ment now pending. 


Mr. McNary. Mr. President, at the re- 
quest of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Reed), I ask that the bill may go 
over. 

The Vice-President. The two amend- 
ments proposed by the Senator from Con- 
necticut will be printed and lie on the 
table. 

Mr. Tydings. I also desire to offer an 
amendment to the bill, which I ask may 
be printed and lie on the table. 

The Vice-President. The amendment 
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will be printed and lie on the table. The 
bill will be passed over. 


HEN the bill came up on June 6, 

the Senate by a vote of 41 to 9 (46 
not voting) decided to lay aside the other 
“unfinished business” before the body and 
take up the Cable bill. 

Then the Senate immediately got itself 
into a jam over it. The little-understood 
amendments were brought up. Senator 
Arthur R. Gould of Maine, chairman of 
the Committee on Immigration, could not 
explain the eight pages of amendments 
attached to the bill by his committee, but 
spoke in favor of the original Cable bill. 
Senators began talking about everything 
else concerned with immigration and natu- 
ralization except equality for women in 
nationality laws. It was developed that 
the Department of Labor, which approved 
the original Cable amendment, is opposing 
some of these amendments. Senator Royal 
S. Copeland of New York, who was sup- 
posed to have charge of the bill, was ab- 
sent. After thousands of words on other 
subjects had been spoken by Senators, 
the bill on “Citizenship and Naturaliza- 
tion of Married Women” was laid aside. 
Just before this happened, Senator David 
I. Walsh of Massachusetts made the fol- 
lowing pointed comment: 

“T must state that while I have been 
in the Senate several years I have never 
witnessed such procedure as this with 
reference to a bill. It is proposed to vote 
upon an amendment offered from the floor 
before any discussion or explanation of 
the bill itself is had and before the Senate 
committee amendments are presented.” 

It was Senator Gould who had made 
this unusual and unparliamentary pro- 
posal. He had said, with no doubt the 
best of intentions in his anxiety to get 
the original Cable bill through, “The bill 
has been put over so many times that I 
dislike very much, so near the end of the 
session, to have it go over again. I am 
going to offer a suggestion. I suggest that 
we take a vote on the bill itself and then 
if we want to vote on the amendments 
let us vote upon them.” 

The presiding officer had to tell him 
that under the rules of the Senate, such 
a procedure was impossible. 

So again the Senate refused to grant 
this small measure of justice to women. 


ENATOR COPELAND on June 3 had 

read in the Senate the following perti- 

nent editorial from the New York Herald- 
Tribune of June 3: 

“If the Senate would remove from the 
bill to correct the imperfections of the 
Cable Act of 1922, under which American- 
born women marrying aliens retain their 
nationality, the load of amendments re- 
ported by its Committee on Immigration 
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the measure would pass without difficulty. 

“The bill as approved by the House 
without a dissenting vote contains no 
matter extraneous to the question of 
women’s citizenship. It repeals the re- 
quirement of a year’s residence in the 
United States, with the intention of per- 
manent residence, as a condition of repa- 
triation for an American-born woman who 
lost her citizenship by marriage prior to 
1922. It provides that she may resume 
her American nationality by a simple 
affirmative act without naturalization 
proceedings. It repeals the provision of 


ithe Cable Act whereby the American wife 
of an alien residing two years in her 
husband’s country or five years elsewhere 
abroad is presumed not to be an Ameri- 
can citizen. It admits outside the quota 
any American woman who lost her citizen- 
ship by marriage before 1922. 

“Since the Senate, like the House, is 
well disposed thus to correct palpable 
defects in the Cable Act, impairing in 
some degree an American woman’s right 
of independent nationality, it is unfortu- 
nate that the bill in the Senate is sur- 
charged with a layer of amendments on 
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other aspects of naturalization, more or 
less contentious, unrelated to the subject 
of American women’s repatriation. The 
Senate Committee on Immigration sug- 
gests that the inclusion of these amend- 
ments will expedite legislation that it 
considers highly desirable. But (many 
friends of the single proposed House bill 
fear that the Senate catchall bill will be 
sunk, riddled with objections. The Senate 
amendments, apart from the Cable Act 
adjustment, might well be detached from 
the bill and reserved for separate con- 
sideration.” 


The Status of Women As Jurors 


exemptions from jury duty make no 

distinction between the sexes. The 
law of California for example, after ex- 
empting persons in various employments 
affecting the interests of the public, 
states: 

“A juror shall not be excused * * * 
for slight * * * causes * * * but only 
when material injury or destruction to 
said juror’s property or of property en- 
trusted to said juror is threatened or 
when said juror’s health, or when the 
health or proper care of said juror’s own 
family, or when the sickness or death 
of a member of said juror’s family makes 
it necessary for said juror to be excused.”* 

Besides California, the States which 
test the claims of men and women to ex- 
emption on the same grounds are Indiana, 
Iowa, Maine, Michigan, New Jersey, Ohio 
and Pennsylvania.’ 

The trend of legislation is toward spe- 
cial exemptions for women. Fourteen 
States now have such exemptions. 

Louisiana permits the drawing of a 
woman as a juror only if “she shall have 
previously filed * * * a written declara- 
tion of her desire to be subject to such 
service.”® It is the law in eleven juris- 
dictions, namely, Arkansas, Delaware, 
District of Columbia, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, Washington and Wisconsin, that 
reason or no reason women must be ex- 
cused from jury service if they prefer not 
to serve.* Minnesota does not allow an 
arbitrary refusal to serve but gives the 
court discretion to excuse a woman upon 
her request.© A New Jersey statute ex- 
empting mothers of one or more minor 
children, but not women as a class was 
repealed in 1930. The present law exempts 
“any person” (man or woman) who has 
the actual physical care and custody of a 
minor child, provided written notice is 
given the sheriff of the desire for ex- 
emption.® Utah, the oldest woman juror 
State, changed her law in 1929 so as to 
limit the exemption of women to those 
who have “the active care of minor chil- 
dren.”* Previously, there prevailed an 
exemption so sweeping that Utah women 
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had little or no opportunity to take part 
in the administration of justice as jurors. 
To particularize, Utah women became 
eligible jurors in 1898, but at the same 
time were exempted and, hence, virtually 
excluded from service under a law direct- 
ing the jury commissioners to “choose 
only those * * * not exempt from serv- 
ing on juries.”* The voters of Illinois will 
decide in November, 1930, whether women 
shall serve on juries, and if so, whether 
women who are pregnant and those who 
have the actual care of young children, 
the sick, infirm or aged shall be exempt.® 

The time within which a claim for ex- 
emption may be made, and the method of 
asserting the claim, are regulated in some 
of the States.*° In Arkansas the refusal 
of a woman to serve must be made to the 
officer notifying her of her selection “and 
not thereafter.” Kansas directs the town- 
ship and city assessor at the time of mak- 
ing the annual personal property assess- 
ment to inquire of each woman voter if 
she desires exemption from jury service 
for the ensuing year, and if she does not 
wish such exemption her name is then 
“placed in the lists as other qualified 
jurors are placed.” To obtain exemptions 
in Nevada, a written claim must be filed 
before the first of January. The North 
Dakota statute requires a written appli- 
cation for exemption at least five days 
before the calling of the term of court. 
In Oregon the county court clerk is re- 
quired within five days after the jury 
list is filed to notify by mail every woman 
on the list that “she will be compelled to 
serve as a juror unless within fifteen days 
from the date of the notice, she notifies 
the clerk in writing of her refusal to 
serve.” Such refusals are effective for 
the year in which they are filed. A Rhode 
Island woman who is unable or unwilling 
to serve must notify the proper officer 
“over her signature” but no time limit is 
specified. In Washington “any woman 


desiring to be excused” may “claim exemp- 
tion by signing a * * * notice thereof and 
returning same to the sheriff before the 
date for appearance.” Wisconsin pro- 
vides that “any woman * * * upon her 
request * * * before the commencement 
of the trial * * * shall be excused.” 

The laws allowing women to claim ex- 
emption from jury duty on the ground 
of sex have been attacked in Ken- 
tucky, Louisiana and Oregon. Mrs. 
Josephine Smith of Kentucky was re- 
fused exemption from jury service by 
Judge Richard Rose at the April, 1928, 
term of the Knox Circuit Court and she 
sought to compel him to excuse her. The 
judge contended that the law giving 
women the right to claim “absolute ex- 
emption” is invalid. The Court of Ap- 
peals, however, found it unnecessary to 
pass upon the question since the exemp- 
tion law was not to become effective until 
after the April term of court and accord- 
ingly Mrs. Smith’s motion to require 
Judge Rose to excuse her from further 
service at that term was denied." 

It was women who challenged the op- 
tional provision in the Louisiana Con- 
stitution. That the Louisiana provision 
“is a discrimination against the sex” and 
violates amendments to the Federal Con- 
stitution is the position taken by a 
colored woman convicted of perjury, and 
by Mrs. LeBoeuf, a white woman con- 
victed with Dr. Dreher of the murder of 
the woman’s husband.’* The juries which 
convicted these women were composed 
entirely of men. The Louisiana Supreme 
Court declined to sustain the women's 
contentions, saying of the optional pro- 
vision: “As a matter of fact, it is alto- 
gether favorable to the women, because it 
gives to each and every one of them the 
option of saying whether she shall be sub- 
ject to jury service. It does, however, 
abridge the women’s right to serve on 
juries, in that it requires them to do some- 
thing that is not required of men to make 
them eligible for jury service.”** 

The optional law of Oregon was chal- 
lenged by men convicted of rape. It was 
claimed that making jury service op- 
tional with women discriminates against 
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men as a class and violates the Oregon 
constitutional provision that no law shall 
be passed granting to any class of citizens 
privileges or immunities which, upon the 
same terms, shall not equally belong to 
all citizens. It was further contended 
that since all women may refuse jury ser- 
vice, the trial might be prolonged in- 
definitely and thus defeat the right of 
the accused to a speedy trial. These con- 
tentions were rejected. The Supreme 
Court insisted that the Legislature, not- 
withstanding the prohibition against 
granting privileges to classes, has the 
same authority to exempt women as a 
class that it has to exempt ministers, 
teachers, doctors and dentists. The 
court further pointed out that “the 
women did not decline to serve as jurors” 
but that even if they had, the accused was 
protected by provisions for dismissing 
the indictment against him in case the 
State had not brought him to trial 
promptly.** 

When Oregon qualified women as jurors 


in 1921, a novel provision was included, 
requiring that “in all cases in which a 
minor under the age of eighteen years is 
involved, either as defendant or as com- 
plaining witness, at least one-half of the 
jury shall be women.”** The law excus- 
ing Oregon women from jury service upon 
their request may have rendered imprac- 
ticable the provision requiring one-half 
the jury to be women, for in 1923 it was 
repealed.*® Before the repeal the pro- 
vision was attacked in a rape case and 
upheld by the Supreme Court. Said the 
court in part: 

“The reason for requiring cases of the 
character of the present to be tried be- 
fore a jury composed partly of women 
restS upon the highest considerations of 
public policy and humanity. Any one 
who has occupied the Circuit bench and 
seen a poor frightened girl, a stranger 
to a court room, forced to detail the facts 
in regard to her injury or shame to a 
jury composed of strange men, has felt 
that the presence of a few of the mothers 
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of children in the jury box would be more 
in accordance with humanity and jus- 
tice,’’!? 
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“An Amiable Fiction’ 


band and wife are but one person 

is an “amiable fiction,” the Supreme 
Court of the United States declared on 
May 19. 

In cases from Pennsylvania and Mary- 
land involving the right of the Federal 
Government to tax the entire estate left 
by a husband to his wife, the lower courts 
held that under the common law the hus- 
band and wife owned the property “as 
tenants by the entirety.” In holding that 
such property, not owned by the wife 
separately and not owned under a com- 
munity property statute, is taxable under 
the Federal estate taxes, the Supreme 
Court said, in an opinion by Justice 
Sutherland: 

“According to the amiable fiction of the 
common law, adhered to in Pennsylvania 
and Maryland, husband and wife are but 
one person, and the point made is, that 
by the death of one party to this unit 
no interest in property held by them as 
tenants by the entirety passes to the 
other. This view, when applied to a tax- 
ing act, seems quite unsubstantial. The 
power of taxation is a fundamental and 
imperious necessity of all governments, 
not to be restricted by mere legal fic- 
tions.” 

Meanwhile, the Government continues 
its efforts to hold that under the com- 
munity property laws of various States, 
the husband and the wife cannot make 
separate Federal income tax returns on 
the community property, dividing it be- 
tween them. It will be remembered that 
the Supreme Court held several years ago 
that under the California community 
property law, the husband has such com- 
plete control of the community property 


ef HE common law principle that hus- 


that he must pay taxes on all the income 
from the community property. 

The Bureau of Internal Revenue is now 
asking the Supreme Court to review de- 
cisions of lower courts holding that under 
the community property laws of Louisi- 
ana, Texas, and Washington husband and 
wife may make separate returns on in- 
come from community property. If these 
cases are decided in favor of the Govern- 
ment, husbands and wives having com- 
munity income will have to pay an addi- 
tional $50,000,000 in taxes according to 
the Treasury. 

The Supreme Court is asked in each 
case to determine whether the wife has 
such an interest in the community income 
that she has a right to report one-half of 
it in her separate return. The Bureau of 
Internal Revenue insists that under the 
laws of these States, the husband has such 
control over the community income that 
he should properly be required to report 
all of it in his Federal income tax return. 

In each case the decision in the Cali- 
fornia case, United States v. Robbins, 269 
U. 8S. 315, is cited. 


PPARENTLY confident that the Su- 

preme Court will hold that the wife 
has so little control over the community 
income that she cannot report half of it 
in her Federal income tax return, the 
Treasury Department is seeking aid from 
Congress in collecting back taxes from 
those who were allowed in previous years 
to make separate reports of the com- 
munity income. At the request of the 
Treasury, Representative Willis C. Haw- 
ley of Oregon, chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives, has introduced and the 


committee has favorably reported a joint 
resolution extending the time for the 
assessment, refund, and credit of income 
taxes for 1927 and 1928 in the case of mar- 
ried individuals having community in- 
come. 

In asking that the legislation be passed, 
Undersecretary of the Treasury Ogden L. 
Mills wrote to Chairman Hawley: 

“Transmitted herewith is a draft of a 
proposed joint resolution extending the 
periods of limitation in respect of assess- 
ments, refunds, and credits of income 
taxes for the taxable year 1927 and the 
taxable year 1928, in the case of a married 
individual where such individual or his 
or her spouse filed a separate income-tax 
return and included therein en 
income. 

“The enactment of this proposed legis- 
lation at the present session of the Con- 
gress is essential to the solution of the 
problem which has arisen in connection 
with the community property test case 
(Poe v. Seaborn), now pending before the 
United States Supreme Court. The Solici- 
tor General of the United States has ad- 
vised the department that this case will 
go over to the fall term of the court, and 
that it is highly improbable that a deci- 
sion will be handed down prior to the first 
decision day in January, 1931. There is 
no assurance that a decision will be 
handed down even then. 

“The following is a brief history of the 
community property income issue: 

“The Attorney General of the United 
States in an opinion dated September 10, 
1920 (32 Op. Atty. Gen. 298, T. D. 3071, 
©, B. 3221, the date being stated as Au-. 


gust 24 in the Treasury Decision), with. 


respect to Texas, and in an opinion dated 
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February 26, 1921 (32 Op. Atty. Gen. 435, 
T. D. 3138, C. B. 4, 238), with respect to 
Washington, Arizona, Idaho, New Mexico, 
Louisiana, and Nevada, held that in ren- 
dering income tax returns a husband and 
wife might each report one-half of the in- 
come which under the laws of the respec- 
tive States became, simultaneously with 
its receipt, community property. On Jan- 
uary 4, 1926, the United States Supreme 
Court in the case of United States v. 
Robbins (46 S. Ct. 148, 269 U. 8S, 315, 
T. D. 3817, C. B. V—1, 188) sustained the 
position of the department in taxing all 
community income to the husband under 
the laws of the State of California in 
effect at that time. The Supreme Court 
of the United States in the course of its 
opinion stated as follows: 

“é |. Even if we are wrong as to the 
law of California and assume that the 
wife had an interest in the community in- 
come that Congress could tax if so 
minded, it does not follow that Congress 
could not tax the husband for the whole. 
Although restricted in the matter of gifts, 
etc., he alone has the disposition of the 
fund. He may spend substantially as he 
chooses, and if he wastes it in debauchery 
the wife has no redress. . . . That he may 
be taxed for such a fund seems to us to 
need no argument. The same and further 
considerations lead to the conclusion that 
it was intended to tax him for the whole. 
. . . he who has all the power (should) 


bear the burden... the husband 


the most obvious target for the shaft... .’ 
“Under date of July 16, 1927, in a letter 
addressed to this department (35 Op. 
Atty. Gen. 265), the Attorney General 
withdrew his two former opinions relat- 
ing to community-property income for the 
reason that the decision in the case of 
United States v. Robbins had raised a 
very substantial doubt as to the sound- 
ness of the two former opinions, leaving 
the Treasury Department to take any 
position it might consider proper under 
the laws of the several States with respect 
to the reporting of community income. 


“This situation resulted in the prepa- 
ration of a proposed Treasury decision 
applicable to all the community-property 
States, amending the income-tax regula- 
tions of the department and denying to 
husband and wife the right to divide com- 
munity income in making income-tax re- 
turns. While this Treasury decision was 
in the course of preparation, Representa- 
tives in Congress from community-prop- 
erty States urged upon the department 
that the regulations should not be so 
amended until required by a decision of 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 
They insisted that the language in the 
Robbins opinion which supported the pro- 
posed amendment was dicta, and that it 
was unjust to reverse the prior practice 
and procedure of the department in effect 
over a long period of years on account ‘of 


mere dicta, particularly when such re- 
versal would affect over a hundred thou- 
sand taxpayers in the community-prop- 
erty States. 

“Attention was called to the fact that 
if the department made the amendment 
and eventually was found to be wrong, it 
would have to make refunds to this vast 
number of taxpayers, resulting in a large 
amount of unnecessary administrative 
work. In accordance with the views thus 
urged upon the department it was finally 
decided that the proposed Treasury deci- 
sion should not be issued until test cases 
with respect to the community property 
issue should have been litigated through 
the Supreme Court and final decisions 
obtained. It was the concensus of opinion 
at that time that any change in the prior 
practice and procedure of the department 
should not be made retroactive beyond 
the taxable year 1927. Expectations were 
that a decision of the Supreme Court 
would be handed down during the 1930 
spring term of the court, leaving ample 
time for the department satisfactorily to 
close all community income cases for the 
taxable years 1927 and 1928 before the 
running of the statute of limitations. 
Upon such understanding the department 
published I. T. Mimeograph Coll. No. 3723 
dated April 6, 1929 (C. B. VIII—1, 89), 
a copy of which is attached hereto. The 
following rules, among others, were laid 
down in the mimeograph governing the 
procedure to be followed in the audit of 
such returns for 1927 and subsequent 
taxable years: 

“<(2) The audit of returns filed upon 
the so-called community property basis 
for 1927 and subsequent taxable years 
will be governed by the following rules: 


“*(c) If the adjustment of all of the 
other issues results in no change in tax 
liability, the returns will be filed in the 
collector’s office or the Income Tax Unit 
in Washington, as the case may be, after 
the usual review, and the returns will be 
appropriately flagged in the files so that 
they may be readily withdrawn and as- 
sembled for a supplemental audit in the 
event the final decision of the court sus- 
tains the bureau’s position. (But see par. 
(i) below.) 

“*(d) If the taxpayer acquiesces in 
the proposed adjustment of the other 
issues and such adjustment results in a 
change in tax liability, the administrative 
file in the case, after the usual review, 
will be appropriately labeled, and, pend- 
ing the final court decision, will be held 
in the office of the internal-revenue agent 
in charge. This type of cases will be 
treated by collectors in the same manner 
as protest cases and will be transmitted 
to the appropriate internal-revenue agent 
in charge. The taxpayer will be advised 
to protect his interests with respect to 
any overpayments by filing a claim for 


Equal Rights 


refund within the statutory period of 
limitation properly applicable thereto. 


“‘(h) Those returns which are closed 
and filed, or which may hereafter be ac- 
cepted and sent to the files as properly 
prepared (except for the community prop- 
erty issue), will be flagged in the files as 
in paragraph (c) above. This paragraph 
does not apply to those cases which may 
have been finally closed under section 
1106 (b) of the revenue act of 1926 or sec- 
tion 606 of the revenue act of 1928. 


“*(i) If the final decision of the court 
is in favor of the bureau’s position, the 
return sent to the files will be subject to 
#, supplemental audit only in those cases 
where the additional tax will be sufficient 
in amount to justify the time and expense 
in taking such action.’ 


“Under the above-quoted provisions of 
the mimeograph there are now approxi- 
mately 100,000 returns for the calendar 
years 1927 and 1928 being held in the 
Income Tax Unit in Washington awaiting 
the decision of the Supreme Court. There 
are also approximately two hundred re- 
turns for the fiscal years 1927 and 1928 
which are being so held. In addition, 
there are at least ten thousand returns 
for the taxable years 1927 and 1928 being 
held in the offices of the several internal 
revenue agents in charge. The amount of 
additional taxes to be collected on account 
of the taxable years 1927 and 1928, if the 
community - property income issue is de-- 
cided in favor of the Government, is esti- 
mated to be approximately $50,000,000. 


“The following alternatives have been 
considered by the department in an at- 
tempt to solve the problem, all of which 
are unsatisfactory since they would result 
in confusion, inconvenience, and embar- 
rassment both to the Government and the 
taxpayers: 

“1, The department might await a 
possible decision of the Supreme Court as 
of January, 1931, before finally determin- 
ing deficiences for the taxable years 1927 
and 1928 resulting from the refusal to 
permit the division between husband and 
wife of community income.’ | 

“It is readily apparent that if the de- 
partment should thus await the decision 
of the Supreme Court, even though the 
decision is handed down early in January, 
1931, the department, in order to protect 
the interests of the Government against 
the running of the statute of limitations, 
would have to proceed now to reaudit 
over a hundred thousand returns on the 
basis of refusing to permit the division 
of community income, and, when the Su- 
preme Court renders its decision, would 
have to prepare and issue immediately 
and without sufficient time for adequate 
preparation 60-day deficiency letters in 
all these cases. It is obvious that a most 
unsatisfactory and embarrassing situa- 
tion would result from the haste which 


ry 

rt 

4 

¢ 


June 14, 1930 


would be necessary in completing the task 
in the insufficient time which would be 
available to the Government. In general, 
the period of limitation on assessment 
with respect to the calendar years 1927 
and 1928 will expire from January 1 to 
March 15, 1931, dependent upon the dates 
the returns were filed, with the peak 
around March 15, 1931, while the period 
of limitation on assessment with respect 
to the fiscal years 1927 and 1928 will ex- 
pire before those dates. 

“<2. The department might proceed at 
once finally to determine deficiencies for 
the taxable years 1927 and 1928 resulting 
from the refusal to permit the division 
between husband and wife of community 
income.’ 

“This would require the preparation 
and issuance of 60-day deficiency letter 
to the husband and letters suggesting the 
filing of refund claims by the wife in 
order to protect her interests. The result 
would be the filing of thousands of peti- 
tions with the United States Board of 
Tax Appeals which would cause a serious 
congestion of cases before the board. The 
forcing of taxpayers in these thousands of 
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founding, claims the 
glory of being the 
first woman’s college in the country to 
award an A.B. degree on terms compar- 
able to those prevailing in men’s colleges. 
This distinction is commonly yielded to 
Vassar College, which was founded ten 
years after Elmira, but with a larger en- 
dowment and a slightly superior academic 
standard. 

Vassar, it seems, made more vigorous 
demands in the field of Latin prose, Caesar 
and Cicero, while the candidates for ad- 
mission to Elmira were required only to 
have read “the Aeneid and Roman antiqui- 
ties.” Vassar required French; Elmira 
did not, but the latter’s requirements 
were superior in the field of “history, 
geography and the several sciences.’ It 
was modern-minded, even then. The char- 
ter of Elmira College was granted on con- 


Sex Legislation | 

N THE ancient Mayan city of Uxmal, 

women made prohibition laws which 
applied to men only, according to Dr. 
Frans Blom, Tulane University archaeolo-. 
gist, who has been studying the ancient 
culture of these people. Men had mar- 
riage dowries, he said, and were punished 
for infidelity to their wives, while the 


cases to file petitions with the United 
States Board of Tax Appeals or to pay 
the tax and file claims for refund would 
entail an expense and inconvenience to 
the taxpayers which should be avoided, 
if possible. 

“&. The department might endeavor 
to hold these cases for the taxable years 
1927 and 1928 open by soliciting consents 
extending the period of limitations.’ 

“This would entail a tremendous admin- 
istrative expense, and, in the great num- 
ber of cases where such consents could 
not be obtained, it would be necessary to 
follow the unsatisfactory procedure out- 
lined in the preceding paragraph. Further- 
more, a wholesale soliciting of waivers 
would probably cause a reaction against 
the Government on the part of the tax- 
payers. | 

“In view of the foregoing it is believed 
that the legislation suggested by the pro- 
posed joint resolution is the best possible 
solution to the problem which confronts 
the department. The proposed legislation 
does not extend the periods of limitation 
in respect of assessments, refunds, and 
credits generally, but only in those cases 


Press Comment 


dition that “no degree shall be conferred 
until a course of study equivalent to a full 
ordinary course of study as pursued in 
the colleges of this State shall have been 
completed.” 


The disinterested reader in 1930 is not 
inclined to be over-zealous in delving into 
obscure rivalries of this sort. One good 
college evidently deserved another. Vas- 
sar followed Elmira. The details of their 
curricula are less important than the fact, 
too often overlooked in these somewhat 
smug days, that the women of the Vic- 
torian days were mentally alert and en- 
dowed with a moral courage which the 
youngsters of today are seldom called 
upon to exercise. Today the girl of 
eighteen, if studiously inclined, takes col- 
lege almost as much for granted as she 
does high school; she can scarcely com- 
prehend a world in which there were only 
two or three establishments for the higher 
education of women, and these the butt of 
general ridicule. 


The same iron that sustained the souls 


Feminist Notes 


women did not have dowries and were not 
punished for infidelities, he said. Opinion 
was, he said, that an unfaithful wife 
should be ashamed of herself, however. 


To Discuss Nationality 
HE National Federation of Business 
and Professional Women’s Clubs will 
take up the question of equality in nation- 
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in which the community property income 
issue is involved for the taxable years 
1927 and 1928, and is designed to avoid 
the expense and inconvenience which 
would result to taxpayers if the Govern- 
ment, prior to the decision of the Supreme 
Court in the community property test 
cases, should be forced to issue 60-day 
deficiency letters in order to suspend the 
running of the statute of limitations as 
to those years. If such legislation is not 
enacted during the present session of 
Congress, the only way the department 
can fully protect the interests of the Gov- 
ernment is to proceed with the determi- 
nation of deficiencies and the issuance of 
60-day deficiency letters in these cases 
without awaiting a decision of the Su- 
preme Court, which procedure, as has 
been shown, would result in the filing of 
thousands of petitions with the United 
States Board of Tax Appeals, a conges- 
tion of cases before the board, and undue 
expense and inconvenience to taxpayers. 
The department therefore recommends 
that every effort be made to enact the pro- 
posed legislation at the present session 
of the Congress.” 


of the pioneer women who helped their 
men people the great West and upheld 
the champions of equal opportunities for 
women ‘in other fields drove these 
torian scholars to maintain in sections of 
the country a demand for women’s educa- 
tion. It was not only Elmira and Vas- 
sar. Oberlin College in 1833 had ad- 
mitted women on the same terms as men. 
Emma Willard Female Seminary, in Troy, 
founded in 1821; Mount Holyoke, founded 
by Mary Lyon in 1837; Wheaton Semi- 
nary, at Norton, Mass., in 1835; Wesleyan 
Female College, at Macon, Ga., and others 
of varying degrees of academic require- 
ments, were all evidences of the will to 
learn on the part of the young woman- 
hood of the country. 


Their descendants and beneficiaries in 
1930 salute them all. By all means con- 
gratulate Elmira on her seventy-fifth an- 
niversary, and through her all the coura- 
geous women of the ridiculed ante-bellum 
days who helped bring about the enlarged 
outlook of woman today. 


ality laws at the annual meeting of its 
executive board in Chicago July 7, 8 
and 9. 


Woman Councillor 
ISS DICKINSON, social worker, 
has been nominated as the first 
woman member of the Bombay (India) 
Legislative Council. 
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Another Woman Candidate for Senate 
HELMA PARKINSON of Vineland 
is the only candidate the Democrats 

of New Jersey have placed in the field for 

the short term in the United States 

Senate to fill the vacancy caused by the 

resignation of Walter E. Edge. Senator 

Edge resigned some time ago to become 

Ambassador to France, and Senator 

David Baird was appointed to serve in 

his place until the election. 

Representative Mary T. Norton, of New 
Jersey, the first woman elected to the 
House of Representative from an Eastern 
State, is managing Miss Parkinson’s cam- 
paign, and says of her: 

“The Democratic Party of New Jersey 
has led the nation in electing women to 
high political office. It is, therefore, not 
surprising that Miss Parkinson is now a 
candidate for the United States Senate. 
Miss Parkinson is well equipped for this 
high honor. Graduating from Smith Col- 
lege in 1920, having majored in political 
science, she decided to take up politics as 
a profession. She realized that academic 
without practical training would mean 
little in a political career, and immedi- 
ately joined the Democratic Party and 
State organization. She has served her 


county, Cumberland, in the State Com- 
mittee since 1921 and was later appointed 
chairman of the State Organization Com- 
mittee in which capacity she made many 
friends throughout the State. In 1928 
she organized the Young Voters of New 
Jersey in the Smith campaign. 

“Miss Parkinson was elected a delegate- 
at-large to the Democratic Convention in 
1924, and also in 1928. I believe Miss 
Parkinson will make an extraordinary 
appeal to the voters of our State, repre- 
senting the new political thought, under- 
standing that youth, with its new free- 
dom, must be taken into account, that the 
best traditions of yesterday and today 
shall be realized tomorrow. 

“Successful or unsuccessful, she will 
establish the principle of equality and go 
far in rallying to our standard all classes 
of citizens, who believe that efficiency, 
honesty and service are the most impor- 
tant qualifications in selecting a candi- 
date for the United States Senate.” 


Churches and Equal Rights 
HE General Conference of the Metho- 
dist Episcopal Church South, at its 
meeting in Dallas, Texas, in May, by a 
vote of 174 to 159, supported Equal Rights 


Equal Rights 


for women in the ministry, as recom- 
mended by the Women’s Missionary Coun. 
cil of the church. The College of Bishops, 
however, decided that the proposal in- 
volved an amendment to the church’s con- 
stitution, and would require a vote of two- 
thirds of the general conference and three- 
fourths of the annual conference, so equal- 
ity was denied the women. 


It took women twelve years to gain ad- 
mission to the conference and they hope 
to obtain the two-thirds vote necessary at 
the next quadrennial conference. This is 
the first time the question had ever been 
submitted to the general conference. 


The Protestant Episcopal Diocese of 
Long Island has defeated an amendment 
to its canons which would have enabled 
women to vote at conventions of the dio- 
cese. Several dioceses have voted for the 
suffrage of women in diocesan conferences 
and others have rejected it. 


Women Magistrates Increase 


Yar number of women magistrates ap- 
pointed by the Lord Chancellor of Eng- 
land during the last four years was: 121 
in 1926; 102 in 1927; 122 in 1928, and 150 
in 1929. 


News from the Field 


Orders Jury Service Pamphlets 

HE New York Branch of-the- National 

Woman’s Party has ordered copies of 
the Jury Service pamphlet just published, 
the material in which is being run serially 
in Equat Rieuts. The New York Branch 
will use the pamphlets in its campaign 
for equal jury service in New York State. 
Copies can be had for 3 cents each. 


New Garden Furniture 
HE lovely garden of Alva Belmont 
House, national headquarters of the 
National Woman’s Party, has new lawn 
chairs, lawn table, and bright umbrella as 
the result of a garden bridge party 
planned by Mrs. Paul M. Linebarger and 
held on June 5. The party cleared $77 for 
garden furniture. Mrs, Linebarger is in 
charge of social activities at Alva Bel- 

mont House. | 
Open house is being held every Sunday 
either in the beautiful house or in the 
garden, and Feminists meet to enjoy the 
pleasant surroundings and each other’s 

company. 


Hindu Feminist to Speak 
ALATI PATWARDHAN, editor of 
Stri Dharma, Indian Feminist 
magazine, and secretary of the Women’s 
Indian Association, will be the guest of 
honor and speaker at a garden party to be 
given by the National Woman’s Party at 
Alva Belmont House from 4 to 6 P. M. 

June 22. 

Malati Patwardhan will speak on 


“Women of India.” Her organization is 


the leading Feminist organization of In- 
dia, with seventy branches throughout In- 
dia, and stands for Equal Rights for 
women in politics, education, and legal 
status, for the education of girls, for rais- 
ing the age of consent and the age of 
marriage, and for the amelioration of the 
lot of the child-widows of India. She is 
one of India’s representative women, and 
is on her way to Holland with a party of 
her compatriots, to a convention of edu- 
cators. She is a university graduate and 
formerly headed a girls’ school. 

Other distinguished Feminists from 
other countries planning to visit the 
United States soon are Mrs. Kenneth 
Street of Sydney, Australia, who will ar- 
rive in July and Emily F. Rieder of Eng- 
land, who will arrive in New York soon 
on her way to Mexico, where she will de- 
liver illustrated lectures on “What Wom. 
en Are Doing in National and Inter- 
national Life.” Mrs. Street is a head of 
one of the Feminist organizations of 
Australia. 


Two Million Dollar Fund 
Treasurer's Report 


EMMA WOLD, Treasurer 
NETTIE TRAIL, C. P. A., Auditor 


ECEIPTS collected by National Head- 
quarters, December 7, 1912, to May 
15, 1930, $1,853,486.57. 
Contributions, memberships and other 
receipts, May 15 to June 1, 1930: 


Mrs. Stephen H. P. Pell, 50.00 
Mrs. Florence Bayard Hilles, ae ee 5.00 
Miss Julia S. Jennings, D. C.....................0..0.cccee. 3.00 
Miss Harriet R. Jarmain, 1.00 
Grace D. de Benque, 1.00 
Mrs. Stephen H. P. Pell, New York................... 100.00 
Miss Margaret Walker Crowell, D. “ORS gas 10.00 


Miss Mabel E. Law, D. C., completes — 
made to Headquarters by District Branch.... 35.00 
Sale of photographs 50 


Rooms at Headquarters: 
28.50 


Massachusetts Branch, Headquarters share of 
dues for following members. (Branch re- 
tains dues in excess of 25 cents each): 


.25 
Miss Daisy Cynthia 
Mrs. A. .50 

Total receipts, May 15 to June 1.............. $263.65 

Total receints, December 7, 1912, to 


Clause for a Gift by Will to the 
National Woman’s Party 


Believing that women should have 
Equal Rights and opportunities with 
} men before the law, in the pro- 
fessions, in industry, in education, in 
the church, in the home, and in the 
conduct of our Government, I give 
to the National Woman’s Party, a 
corporation of Washington, D. C., 
the sum of........ scimipuilisencglamahinidoiina’ dollars 
to further its work for the advance- 
ment of women. 


DAY PRINTING COMPANY 


PUBLICATIONS AND BOOKS 


600 East Lombard Street 
Baltimore, Md. 
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